INTRODUCTION Our goal in this paper is to analyze the even-construction in Mandarin
Chinese and Italian and the preposed object in the low periphery of Mandarin Chinese. In the first part of the paper, we shall see that the even-construction can play two roles: focus and topic. Although in both cases their semantics stay fundamentally the same, their syntax is crucially different. We shall see that when an even-phrase occurs in sentence-initial position, it is a topic construction; while when it occurs sentence-internally, it is a focus construction. In the second part of the paper, we study the nature of the preposed object in the low periphery of Mandarin. Contrary to the traditional analysis that considers it as a focus item (Ernst and Wang 1995; , Zhang 1996 , among others), we argue that the preposed object is a Contrastive Topic (i.e., a syntactic topic that gets contrastive stress). We also discuss the fact that the even-construction and the preposed object within the low periphery differ from the elements in the high periphery because they are dislocated via A-movement. Our investigation points to notions of the rules of topic and focus that are more fine-grained than what was traditionally thought. Specifically, we maintain that while the domain of topic has specific syntactic features, its semantics doesn't always have to pertain to old information. We shall also identify interesting differences between the projections in the high periphery versus those in the low periphery.
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In what follows we first present the syntactic details of the even-construction by focusing on the two languages under investigation, and we lay out our proposal for the syntax of the constructions (section 2). In section 3, we show that the even-construction in the high periphery is syntactically different from the even-construction in the low periphery in both Chinese and Italian. Section 4 is dedicated to the analysis of the low periphery in Chinese. We concentrate on the preposed object construction and the difference in the type of movement that distinguishes the elements dislocated to the low periphery as compare to those dislocated to the high periphery. Section 5 concludes the paper.
"EVEN" IN CHINESE: A COMPARISON WITH ITALIAN

Lian … dou Construction: Grammatical Outline
The even-construction in Mandarin Chinese has received a fair amount of attention within Chinese linguistics (Paris 1979 (Paris , 1998 (Paris , 1999 Shyu , 2004 Hole 2004; Tsai 1994; Badan 2007) , but its analysis is still controversial. Here we will provide a summary of the generalizations on the lian … dou construction upon which most linguists generally agree (see Cheung, this volume, for an analysis of even-construction in Cantonese).
The even-construction is formed by two elements: lian and dou. Lian is traditionally translated in English with 'even' and it appears on the left of different kinds of phrases. Dou literally means 'all' and it precedes the verb. Lian+XP can be in sentence-internal position (i.e. between the subject and the verb )(1), or in the sentence-external position, preceding the subject (2)). The lian+XP needs to be to the left of dou, otherwise the sentence is ungrammatical (3) (cf. the example of the Cantonese particle hai in Cheung, this volume). Dou is always and obligatorily present immediately to the left of the verb, and it can be replaced by ye ('also).'
The constituent immediately to the right of lian is the most prominent element in the clause. When lian is present, such a constituent does not necessarily bear stress, but when lian is not overtly expressed, the focalized item requires focus stress (Sybesma 1996; Badan 2007): (4) Zhangsan lian zhe xie shu dou kanwan le. Zhangsan lian this cl-pl. book dou read.complete fp 'Zhangsan read even these books.'
(5) Zhangsan ZHE XIE SHU dou kanwan le. Zhangsan this cl-pl. book all read.complete fp 'Zhangsan read even these books. ' The constituent immediately following lian can be NPs, VPs, CPs, PPs, including duration, frequency, and temporal phrases (Paris 1979; ) (see section 2.3).
Given the fact that the lian-XP can be sentence-initial, it is relevant to investigate how it interacts with other elements that can occur in the left periphery. Badan and Del Gobbo's (2010) work is an attempt to do just that. They propose an articulate hierarchy of different types of Topics in the Chinese CP area and they show that when lian-XP appears in sentence-initial position, it occupies the lowest projection in the left periphery (see also Paul 2005 ; for a fine structure of the left periphery in Cantonese see Cheung, this volume):
(6) a. Aboutness Topic > HT > LD > lian-Focus > IP b. CP(force)>TopicP> even Focus>IP> … (Paul 2005) c. AT>CT>PPT>IdentF>dak-F>lin-F>IP (Cheung, this volume ) The following sentences show different types of topic preceding the lian+XP in sentence-initial position. In (7) a topic is followed by a topic particle; (9) is an example of aboutness topic, in (11) a PP is left-dislocated, and (13) shows an instance of Hanging Topic. The reverse word-order yields ungrammaticality, respectively, in (8), (10), (12) , and (14) When different kinds of topics co-occur, their relative order is fixed. The highest position is occupied by the Aboutness Topic, followed by the Hanging Topic and the Left Dislocaton is in the lowest part in the 'Topic Field' 2 . The lian-XP in sentence initial position occupies always the lowest position of the whole CP, that is it has to be always to the right of all the topics.
Perfino: Grammatical Outline
As lian, perfino can introduce various types of phrases: DP, PP, VP, CP, and time adverbs (see section 2.3). However, it should be noticed that perfino is more frequently found as a DP modifier, differently from the other Focus scalar additive particle addirittura ('even'), which is found more often as a VP-modifier (Visconti, et al. 2005) . Moreover in Old Italian perfino selects only either a PP or a clausal complement CP (Visconti, et al. 2005) , not a simple VP. In this paper, we concentrate our attention on lian and perfino followed by a DP.
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As with lian in Chinese, perfino+DP can appear within the IP. In (15) perfino+XP is in sentence-internal position: (15) It is possible also to have the object preceded by perfino between the subject and the verb: (16) Gianni perfino Maria ha invitato.
Gianni even Maria has invited 'Gianni has invited even Maria. ' Notice that in English the word order in (16) Like lian in Chinese, perfino+XP can also be found in sentence-initial position, as illustrated in (18).
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In example (18), the semantic focus is on the object nominal Maria, which can also receive focus stress. We propose that lian and perfino belong to the same natural class of focus particles.
The syntactic status of lian is not still clearly defined in literature. At a certain point of its development (Tang Dynasty, 7th-9th century), it has a meaning extremely close to that of a pure conjunction ('and, with') and it is interpreted like the pure additive particle 'including' (Xing 2004) . In traditional Chinese grammar it is labeled as a 'preposition' (Shi 1956; Guo 1957; Chao 1968 ), but in more recent works (Tsai 1994 (Tsai , 2004 lian is defined as a 'focusing adverb. ' Shyu (2004) points out that lian behaves in a very different way from other genuine focalizing adverbs like shenzhi, which is also translated with even in English.
Italian perfino ('even') is composed of two prepositions per+fino. Per, from Latin per ('through, towards, etc.'), assumes aspectual values of accomplishment, completion, etc.); fino is an adverbial form of the Latin noun finis ('end, boundary, endpoint'). Fino alone, though less common, can have the same meaning. Visconti (2005: 245) in her diachronic study on perfino points out that 'its lexical semantics, denoting a spatial or temporal succession of a series of points to the very last one, explains why perfino is recruited to mark an endpoint in emphatic contexts. ' Rohlfs (1969) and Cortellazzo and Zolli (1988) put it in the class of the quantificational adverbs. But exactly like lian, we cannot consider perfino a genuine adverb (see section 2.4).
Differently from regular adverbs, lian, and perfino do not have fixed positions within the clause, but, as we saw in the previous section, they can appear in several positions in the sentence. As for perfino, it can immediately precede the verb (19a) and can be inserted in pre-participial position (19b):
(19) a. Gianni perfino cucina! Gianni even cook 'Gianni' even cooks! b. Gianni ha perfino letto questo libro. Gianni has even read this book 'Gianni has even read this book.'
Lian cannot directly precede the main verb (20a). Lian has to precede the focused element and has to move to a position on the left of dou. As illustrated in section (2.1), dou is required to be adjacent to the main verb to its left and the focused item has to move, preceded by lian: The elements associated with lian (together with dou) and perfino must be associated with the Focus stress. This means that these particles are 'focus sensitive' (König 1991; Bayer 1996) . In other words they are 'focus bound' (see Jacobs 1984 The only restriction on the position of the focus particles even and perfino seems to be that they must c-command a focused constituent in order to have scope over it. Consider the following: (28) Notice that even if the location of perfino is the same as in English, the scope of perfino is variable if no element in particular is contrastively stressed. In the unmarked clause in (30a) below the scope of perfino can be on any example of the subset. The scope of focalization acts over either the entire phrase or over only a single part of it (Andorno 1999 The semantic contribution of perfino to the meaning of the sentence varies with its position in the sentence and with the location of focus stress (König 1991) . For instance if in (30a) the focus stress is on Anna, the interpretation will be:
(31) Existential implicature: Gianni invited people (other than Anna) to the party. Scalar implicature: Anna is the least likely person for Gianni to invite.
However if in (30a) the focus stress is on the verb invitato ('invited') the meaning will be:
(32) Existential implicature: Gianni did a lot of strange things (other than inviting Anna to the party) Scalar implicature: 'invite Anna to the party' is the least likely thing for Gianni to do.
Lian and perfino as Focus Particles
We assume here Bayer's (1996) proposal (see also Belletti 1990 ) and treat lian and perfino as 'focus particle' or 'focusing adverbs.' As such, we take them to be 'minor heads' taking their modifees as complements:
This sets them aside from other adverbs, and is in line with what proposed by Cinque (1999) , who treats 'focusing adverbs' as a separate class from regular adverbs. We claim that, given their similarities, the focus particles lian and perfino all belong to this special subclass of focus particles. We also follow Rothstein's (1991) proposal and consider focus particles to be 'minor functional heads.' They do not themselves project category features like the lexical heads and the functional heads. They subcategorize, but do not have theta-grids, do not bind theta-positions, and do not project category features. Perfino and lian are then 'minor functional heads,' which subcategorize for a maximal projection. They do not project and modify their syntactic domain in the sense that their features percolate up to the XP for which they subcategorize. XPs inherit this information in the sense of a semantic feature q, without modifying any categorical syntactic information. These 'minor functional heads' must attach to an XP category that is able to bear stress (Bayer 1996) , and they take their modifees as complements (Bayer 1996; Cinque 1999 For lian … dou, we propose that the focus particle lian merges with its focused phrase in the base-generated position of the phrase to be focused and then the entire lian-phrase moves up to the focus or topic position. We propose that the Italian perfino merges with the focalized XP, but then moves alone to a higher position, from where it can c-command the XP it focused on.
LIAN AND PERFINO IN HIGH AND LOW PERIPHERY:
TOPIC AND FOCUS
External and Internal lian
As we mentioned in section 2.1, lian-XP can occur in two different positions in the sentence; it can be at the very beginning of the sentence, as in (33a), or sentence-internally, as in (33b) We know that in both cases the lian-XP is generated through movement, because we see island effects:
(34) ?*Lian zhe ben shu, Lisi xiangzhidao shei dou yijing even this cl book Lisi wonder who all already mai le. buy fp 'Lisi wonders who even bought this book.' (Shyu 1995: 9) When in sentence-initial position, lian-XP shows several different syntactic properties if compared with lian+XP within the IP (Paris 1998 (Paris , 1999 . Badan (2007) proposes that sentence-initial lian+XP is in the lowest position of the CP and this position is topic-like. (Shyu 2001: 3-5) b. *Zhangsan lian Mali dou renwei [Lisi hen xihuan]. Zhangsan even Mali all think Lisi very like (Shyu 2001: 80) (35) shows that an embedded object cannot be preposed with lian+XP across a tensed clause boundary to the position between the subject and the verb within the matrix clause, thereby showing that this movement cannot go long distance. Notice that this is the case regardless of the position of the adverb dou, which can be either in the matrix clause (35b) or in the embedded clause (35a).
With sentence-internal lian-XP, we see no reconstruction effects. The example in (36) shows that in the case of sentence-internal lian, there are no reconstruction effects for principle C of the Binding Theory. The co-reference between the pronoun ta and its antecedent Zhangsan is not possible:
(36) *Wo lian [Zhangsan i de shu] j dou bei ta i qiangzou I even Zhangsan de book all by him rob.away le t j . fp 'I was robbed of even Zhangsan i 's book by him i .' (Shyu 1995: 83, 105) Finally, no resumptive pronoun is allowed with the internal lian-XP construction (Shyu 1995: 90; Ting 1995: 295) : (37) This cl dog even self de master all bite le (*ta i ), bieren que bu yao. asp him others but not bite 'This dog bit even its master, but not others.' (Shyu 2001: 50) c. *Zhangsan lian Mali i dou renwei [ CP Lisi hen xihuan (ta i )].
Zhangsan even Mali all think Lisi very like (her) 'Zhangsan thinks that Lisi likes even Mali.' (Shyu 1995:35) As pointed out by , the properties mentioned above are evidence that in sentence-internal position, lian-XP has undergone A-movement. Sentence-initial lian+XP instead displays a completely different set of properties. As illustrated in (38), this construction displays long-distance dependency, typical of Abar-chains:
even Mali Zhangsan think Lisi all not like 'Zhangsan thinks that Lisi doesn't like even Mali.' (Shyu 2001: 3-5) b. Lian Mali i , Zhangsan dou renwei Lisi bu xihuan t i .
even Mali Zhangsan all think Lisi not like 'It is even Mali that Zhangsan thinks that Lisi doesn't like.'
Moreover, in sentence-initial position, lian+XP can corefer with a resumptive pronoun in the 'original' object position (39) (Shyu 1995: 139) : Sentence initial lian+XPs can also be followed by topic markers, something that is not allowed for sentence-internal lian-XP (Paris 1999 The facts just outlined allow us to claim that the movement of the sentence-initial lian+XP is an Abar-movement. The different syntactic behavior of the lian-XP construction (i.e., sentence-initial vs. sentence-internal) can be nicely accounted for by proposing that in the case of sentence-initial lian … dou we have an instance of topicalization; while in the case of sentence-internal lian … dou, focalization has occurred . The sentence-internal lian+XP moves to the left of dou via A-movement. Another two pieces of evidence in support of the view that sentence-initial lian is located in a topic position are provided by Gu and Constant (2010) . They notice that when an indefinite DP is focused by 'even' it can only appear after the subject: (Gu and Constant 2010: fn2) This is consistent with the observation that topics in Mandarin cannot be indefinite (Chao 1968; Li and Thompson 1981) . Gu and Constant (2010) also notice that there is an obligatory pause between the lian-phrase and the subject in sentence-initial position, which it is not observed in sentence-internal position. Gu and Constant (2010) take this pause to indicate the topic status of the lian-phrase in sentence-initial position, similarly to the intonational phrase boundary that sets off topicalized material in English.
We observe that in the lian … dou construction, the XP in focus may be preceded by lian (42a), or may be prosodically focused (42b), or both (42c): (42) As mentioned above, both in the case of lian-initial and in the case of lian-internal, the focused XP moves to a higher position. In the case of sentence-internal lian … dou, we propose that the focused phrase is moved from its base-generated position to the specifier position of the maximality operator dou (Cheng and Giannakidou 2006; Xiang 2008; Badan 2007; Gu and Constant 2010) . We propose that the maximality operator dou heads its own functional projection.
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The lian-XP moves to the spec of dou, in order to check its maximality feature: (Shyu 2001: 3,5) This is further corroborated by the fact that we can have a pause and/or a topic marker immediately following the lian-XP, and a resumptive pronoun instead of a gap. Where the resumptive pronoun is present, we propose that the Spec of dou is filled by a base-generated operator, coindexed with the lian-XP 
External and Internal perfino
As we propose for sentence-initial lian, perfino +XP in sentence-initial position occupies the lowest projection of the left periphery. (51) shows that if perfino+XP co-occurs in the CP area with a topic, perfino+XP is always in the lowest position:
(51) a. Del libro perfino Gianni ne ha parlato, mentre del film Of.the book even Gianni cl has spoken while of.the movie non ne ha parlato nessuno. not cl has spoken nobody Lit: 'About the book, even Gianni spoke (about it), while about the film, nobody spoke (it).' b. *Perfino Gianni del libro ne ha parlato, mentre del Even Gianni of.the book cl has spoken while of.the film non ne ha parlato nessuno.
movie not cl has spoken nobody Lit: 'Even Gianni, about this book, spoke (about it), while about the film, nobody spoke (about it).'
As for sentence-initial position, notice that there is a difference between perfino+XP pronounced with and without the focus stress. It seems that without the focus stress, perfino+XP behaves more like a topic. Indeed the presence of a resumptive pronoun within the IP makes the sentence much better than without any resumption: (52) On the other hand, if the sentence initial perfino receives focus stress, the presence of a clitic is not acceptable: Consider also (54). The quantifier nessuno ('nobody') bears focus stress and has to be moved to the focus position in CP. If we assume the cartographic structure of the CP in Italian, as in Rizzi 1997 and Benincà and Poletto 2004 among others, focus can move to a position to the left periphery. This focus position seems to be unique in Italian and it is in the lowest projection within the left periphery. In (54) then, the focus position is already occupied by nessuno ('nobody') 7 and perfino Gianni ('even Gianni') has to be located in topic position, without focus stress. In this case, the clitic lo ('it') referring to perfino Gianni ('even Gianni') is obligatory:
(54) a. Perfino Gianni NESSUNO l' ha più invitato. Even Gianni nobody cl has no more invited 'Even Gianni, nobody has no more invited him.' b. *Perfino Gianni NESSUNO ha più invitato! Even Gianni nobody has no more invited 'Even Gianni nobody has no more invited!' Giannakidou (2007) shows that also in Greek, akomi ('even')+XP can be moved to a focus or to a topic position, showing a different syntactic behavior. When the Greek akomi ('even')+XP moves through a focus movement, it never requires a clitic in the base position (Tsimpli 1995) , but when akomi ('even')+XP appears as a topic, it requires the presence of a clitic in the canonical object position: (55) (Giannakidou 2007: 21, 22) Rizzi (1997) uses the WCO test to show a difference between Focus and Topic. He claims that Focus is a quantificational element, thus it is affected by WCO. On the contrary, Topic does not show WCO. When sentence-initial perfino is pronounced with a focus stress, without requiring a resumptive clitic, it does show WCO effect, like a focus. When sentence-initial perfino does not receive focus stress and the resumption appears within the clause, it is not affected by the WCO, like a topic element: The movement of the sentence initial perfino+XP is a long-distance movement to the LP. It is an Abar movement, typical of topics. On the contrary, following , we propose that sentence-internal perfino+XP is moved to a focus position within the IP. Notice that in Italian it is possible to have the object preceded by perfino between the subject and the verb (see also ex. 16):
(57) Gianni perfino quel libro ha letto. Gianni even that book has read Lit. 'Gianni even that book has read. ' We know that we are dealing with A-movement and not Abar-movement, because movement is restricted to a simple clause (does not go long distance), and the clitic is not allowed:
(58) *Gianni perfino quel libro si chiede chi abbia letto.
Gianni even that book wonders who has read (59) ??Gianni perfino quel libro lo ha letto Gianni even that book it has read Belletti (2001 shows that Italian has a FocusP in the low periphery (other than focus in CP). With 'low periphery' she means the area immediately above VP, which is parallel, to some extent, to the left periphery (clause external) of the clause. This low-focus position is reached through an A-type movement, which as we have already noticed above, can be a focus-related movement.
These facts reveal the possibility of perfino+XP to appear in two different projections: topic and focus. We observe that when perfino+XP without focus stress moves to the high position, it displays topic-like properties. We propose that sentence-initial perfino behaves as sentence-initial lian (i.e., it is located in a topic projection). When it appears in sentence-internal position, independently from its stress, it is in a focus projection within the low periphery. Differently from Chinese, perfino+XP can also be localized in a focus projection in the CP area and it can occur in situ. In fact when it is in sentence-initial position and it is pronounced with a focus stress, its syntactic behavior is more focus-like (see section 3.1.2); it has to follow topics elements, cannot co-occur with a clitic, and it shows WCO effects. This idea is perfectly compatible with the fact that in Italian an element can be focalized in situ (82a), and it can be also moved to the left periphery (82b) (Rizzi 1997; Zubizarreta 1998; Belletti 2001; Benincà and Poletto 2004 
THE LOW PERIPHERY IN CHINESE
Chinese displays the possibility to have the "bare" direct object (without any additional marking) not in its canonical post-verbal position (SVO word order), but raised to the left of the verb and below the subject, yielding an SOV order: Belletti's (2001 proposal about the low periphery to Mandarin Chinese and shows that the preposed object in Chinese is located above VP and below IP, in a low periphery position (Paul 2005 and Tsai (this volume) ). Belletti examines the position between IP and VP occupied by the preposed object (SOV order) and she argues that it is a clause-internal position. Paul confirms the parallelism between CP and the low IP area. Her final hierarchy for the low periphery in Chinese is the following: ) proposes a uniform object movement approach for both bare preposed objects and sentence-internal lian+XP. She analyzes them as derived by a substitution mechanism, triggered by the [+focus] feature, which is either phonologically null or lexically realized in dou-sentences or lian … dou structures. Remember that she considers dou the head of the FocusP that can be overtly expressed (in the case of lian+XP) or covert (in the case of the preposed object). As we mentioned earlier, we do not consider dou as head of FocusP and following Paul (2002 Paul ( , 2005 , we analyze the preposed object and lian+XP as two different items that have moved up into two different landing sites, as they have two different semantic/pragmatic interpretations. Paul (2002) suggests that the bare preposed object is higher than the lian+XP in the low periphery. With the following tests we show that the preposed object and the sentence-internal lian+XP cannot be analyzed in a unification account: they occupy two distinct positions in the low periphery, corresponding to two different functional projections, and the former is higher than the latter. 1. 2. SOV order and sentence-internal lian+XP can co-occur; the resumptive pronoun in subject position shows that we are dealing with the Low Periphery and two different internal projections. Lisi he English even 60 point all not obtain 'Lisi didn't even obtain sixty points in English.' (Paul 2006: 60) If sentence-internal lian+XP is in a higher position with respect to the bare preposed object, the clause is ungrammatical (see also Paul 2002 Paul , 2005 (Zhang 1996: 15-16) 5. A bare pronoun can be preposed within lian … dou construction, while without any marking it cannot (Paul 2002) : (71) Through the tests above we provide evidence for the following facts: the bare preposed object above VP and the preposed lian+XP are not the same kind of element. They occupy two different functional projections (i.e., they display distinct behaviors with respect to some adverbs, the presence of the topic marker, and the possibility to be in a cleft sentence). Moreover, they can co-occur and the bare preposed object has to be placed in a position higher than the one occupied by lian+XP.
Preposed Object (SOV) and Sentence-Internal lian+XP
Two Different Positions
OUP UNCORRECTED PROOF -FIRSTPROOFS, Mon Mar 23 2015, NEWGEN
Bare Preposed Object (SOV) is a Contrastive Topic
In this section we concentrate on the syntactic properties of the preposed object in the Low Periphery. The preposed object shows clear topic-like properties: presence of topic markers, impossibility to be cleft by means of shi … de "be … DE", co-occurrence with a focus in situ, definiteness requirement. From a pragmatic/semantic point of view, a preposed object requires a contrastive reading (i.e., it is always an emphasized element in the sentence).
As mentioned earlier, the contrastive stress does not indicate by itself that an item is focalized-thus we argue that the Chinese bare preposed object moves up to the Low Periphery in order to occupy the Spec of a contrastive topic projection.
At first sight the preposed object seems to be a focused item, since, as I will illustrate below, it generally needs a context in which it gets emphasis. Indeed in the literature it is generally assumed to involve focalization (Ernst & Wang 1995; Tsai 1994; Zhang 1996) , even if the role of such an emphasis is not always clear. Actually, from a syntactic point of view it displays only two focus properties, while most of its characteristics are typical of topic-like elements.
Focus Properties:
1. The resumptive pronoun is not allowed. This fact indicates that the bare preposed object is derived by A-movement and not by Abar-movement, which is typical of topicalization.
(75) *Zhangsan Mali i hen xihuan ta i .
Zhangsan Mali very like her 2. There can be only one bare preposed object; multiple ones are not allowed. The impossibility to be multiple can be derived from the fact that the Low Periphery seems to be "more restricted" than the CP area, thus it does not admit more than one Topic. Note that the bare preposed object can co-occur with sentence-internal lian+XP. Since multiple foci are not allowed, and lian-XP is a type of Focus, we infer that the bare preposed object cannot be a type of Focus as well. Notice also that when lian-XP and the bare preposed object co-occur, the main stress is on lian+XP and not on the bare preposed object, further corroborating the hypothesis that lian-XP is the only focus of the sentence.
(76) Zhangsan zhe zhong tang lian wo de xiaohaizi dou Zhangsan this cl sweet even I de child all song le … give fp 'Zhangsan gave this sweet even to my child. ' Most of the properties of the bare preposed object are topic-like. In what follows, we illustrate why this is case. First, the bare preposed object is compatible with a wh-element: On the contrary, the focused item lian+XP cannot be followed by a topic marker a:
(80) *Zhangsan lian zhe ben shu a yijing dou mai le.
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Zhangsan even this cl book top already al buy fp
Third, the bare preposed object cannot be cleft by means of shi … de pattern, which would be unexpected if it weren't really a focus (Paul and Whitman 2001) .
(81) a. Women gugong] qu guo le. We imperial-palace go sp fp 'We have been to the imperial palace.' b. *Women shi [gugong] qu guo de. We be imperial-palace go asp de (Paul 2002: 21) (82) *Zhangsan shi [zhe ben shu] kanwan de. Zhangsan be this cl book read de 'It's this book that Zhangsan read.' Fourth, the bare preposed object can co-occur with a focus in situ. Given the impossibility of having multiple foci within the same sentence, we infer that the object in a SOV sentence is not a focus. I can read book 'I will read (some) BOOKS.' (Huang, A. Li & Y. Li 2009:16) Shyu (2001: 16) claims that, different from a Topic in the CP area, a bare preposed object in the IP can be indefinite. In order to indicate indefiniteness, she uses the numeral yi ('one', followed by the classifier). Yet notice that an element introduced by the numeral yi in topic position and in sentence-internal position (the preposed object position) is acceptable only if it is contrasted with another numeral item (85b). This means that in topic position its interpretation is always definite:
Topic: OSV (85) a. *Yi pian lunwen, wo hen xihuan.
one cl paper I very like 'A paper I like very much.' b.
[Yi pian lunwen], wo hai keyi yingfu, [liang pian One cl paper I still can handle two cl na] jiu tai duo le. that then too much fp 'One paper, I can handle, but two papers, that's too much.' (Tsai 1994:31) With the preposed object, the contrastive construal of the sentence is obligatory (i.e., the clause with a preposed object requires a conjunct with which to put it in contrast):
(86) Wo yi pian lunwen keyi yingfu *(lian pian jiu bu xing le). I one cl article can handle two cl then not possible fp 'A paper, I can handle (but two papers, I can't).' (Tsai 1994: 32) OUP UNCORRECTED PROOF -FIRSTPROOFS, Mon Mar 23 2015, NEWGEN 9780190241694_Tsai_The Cartography of Chinese Syntax.indb 57 3/23/2015 2:00:37 PM As mentioned earlier, Chinese object pre-posing (SOV) is commonly assumed to involve focalization (Ernst & Wang 1995; Tsai 1994; Zhang 1996) . It normally has an emphatic function, but such an emphatic effect is not always clear. Some linguists have doubts about its Focus function and propose to treat it as a kind of Topic endowed with some Focus properties. For instance, Ernst & Wang (1995) show the pragmatic differences between the Topic in initial position (OSV), which they call "discourse Topic", and the preposed object (SOV), called "Focus-Topic". Ting (1995) , borrowing the term introduced by Tsao (1977) for the ba-NP
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, defines the bare preposed object as a "secondary Topic", in opposition to the "primary Topic" OSV, i.e. a Topic in the CP area, and Paul (2002 Paul ( , 2005 analyzes it as a sentence-internal Topic preceding the Focus position occupied by lian+XP. Following the authors cited above, we adopt the proposal that Chinese bare preposed object occupies the spec of a Topic position, more precisely of a Contrastive Topic position.
First of all, there is a different pragmatic (and syntactic) requirement connecting sentence-initial Topic and the preposed object in the IP (Ernst & Wang 1995; Tsai 1994; Huang, A. Li & Y. Li 2009, among others) . The object in SOV clause must display some sort of contrastive reading, while the object in OSV clause does not need to, though it may be contrastive: to basketball very familiar but soccer I one qiao bu tong. intelligence not understand 'I'm familiar with basketball, but soccer, I have no idea at all.' (Ting 1995:3) The following diagnostic tests show that the bare preposed object is neither a Contrastive Focus nor an Informational Focus.
1. The bare preposed object in the IP area is not an Informational Focus. The reply to a wh-question implies new information, i.e. Informational Focus, and the bare preposed object cannot be used as an answer to a wh-question: Only the answer (88A1) is acceptable; its word order is unmarked and-as we have already seen before-Informational Focus in Chinese is realized in situ. In contrast, neither (88A2) nor (88A3) is a proper answer. The former displays an element in sentence-initial position that cannot function as an Informational Focus, the latter is a case of object pre-posing, which cannot be used as an Informational Focus either.
Notice that the OSV structure, generally being a Topic without a special stress, is a possible answer to a question in which the referent of the Topic has been previously mentioned. In this context, the bare preposed object is instead infelicitous: In (A1) zhe ben shu ("this book") is in an external Topic position and the sentence stress has to be on the subject Zhangsan, since it is the Informational Focus of the clause. In (A2) the preposed Object needs a contrastive reading that in this case is infelicitous.
2. The bare preposed object in the IP area is not a Contrastive Focus. Considering that the bare preposed object is pragmatically/semantically defined as a Focus-Topic, i.e. a Topic with a Contrastive reading, the next test aims to check if it can be used as a Contrastive Focus. By Contrastive Focus we mean a stressed item that makes a correction to an information/assertion: The bare preposed object in Chinese is not a Contrastive Focus, since it cannot be used as a correction, even if it bears a "Focus" prosodic stress. In summary, we claim that the bare preposed object is neither an Informational Focus nor a Contrastive Focus.
We notice that in every proposal about the contrastive stress given to the preposed object, it is implied that the sentences in which such preposed object appears always require a contrasted context of some sort. It seems that the preposed object must be in comparison with two or more items of a set, a contrasted element in a list. This kind of Topic, appearing in analogous contexts in Italian, is called List Interpretation Topic by Benincà & Poletto (2004) , and more traditionally, Contrastive Topic. When the preposed object appears in a simple sentence, this is interpreted as an "open sentence" (i.e., a sentence that implies a conjunction or a contrast, either overtly expressed or not): (91) (Tsai 1994: 32) Compare OSV structure with SOV structure: (93a) with the external object is felicitous by its own, while the simple sentence (93b) containing a preposed object cannot be pronounced out of the blue, but it requires a contrastive context or a conjunction (for instance the one in brackets):
(OSV) (93) a. Yu a, Zhangsan gan chi. fish top Zhangsan dare eat 'As for fish, Zhangsan dares to eat.'
Zhangsan fish dare eat beef not dare eat 'Zhangsan dares to eat fish, but wouldn't dare to eat beef.' (Shyu 2001:43-44) Ernst & Wang (1995: 22) point out that (94a) requires a strong stress on the SOV or the use of the parenthesized clause. On the contrary, (94b) does not need any special stress on the SOV or any kind of contrast in order to be grammatical.
(94) a. Wo [jiu] he (kele bu he). I liquor drink Coke not drink 'Liquor I drink (but Coke I don't drink).' (Ernst and Wang 1995: 22) b.
[Jiu], wo he. Liquor I drink '(As for) liquor, I drink. ' Other examples are from : (95a) with an intonationally unmarked external topic is perfectly grammatical; on the contrary, (95b) is infelicitous if uttered out of the blue, but it is improved when uttered in a contrastive context (when yidaliwen "Italian" is compared with ladinwen 'Latin'.): (Shyu 2001: 40) It is possible for a preposed object to appear in a sentence without any strong prosodic stress, but in that case an emphatic element is obligatorily required-for instance the negation bu ('not') or the adverb ye ('also') (Ernst and Wang 1995): (96) Wo [jiu] bu he le. I liquor not drink fp 'I won't drink liquor any more.' (Ernst and Wang 1995:1) (97) Wo wenti hai mei xiangqing chu lai, bu neng I question still not think go out come not can wen ni. ask you 'I haven't come up with questions, so I cannot ask you.' (Shyu 2001: 30) In addition, Ting (1995) points out that Focus interpretation of the preposed object is not the only interpretation available. If there is a "real focus present in the sentence", then the bare preposed object carries the old information meaning: (98) (Ting 1995: 5) In this case the Focus in the clause is zai chuanshang ('at bed'), which constitutes the Informational Focus (the answer to the wh-question), while the preposed object is simply a piece of old information, already mentioned in the question.
The last case in which preposed object seems to lose its strong stress is when it co-occurs with the lian+XP: In this sentence, the Chinese informants we have consulted point out that the main stress is always on the XP following lian and not on the preposed object. 16 Many linguists (Tsao 1977; noted that two [+ani-mate] NPs can switch their theta-roles, in the sense that in a structure like [NP1 NP2 V], either NP1 is interpreted as the subject and NP2 is interpreted as the internal object in bare preposed object position, or NP1 is intepreted as the internal object in Topic position, while NP2 is interpreted as the subject. In the example (100) it is natural to interpret NP2 as the subject and NP1 as the Topic. But if NP2 is uttered with a contrastive stress, NP1 functions as the subject and NP2 as the object:
(100) Ta [Zhang xiaojie] (Huang, A. Li and Y. Li 2009:19) Furthermore, consider a typical "Aboutness Topic" in the CP area like the following: (102) (Ting 1995: 3) A similar interpretation (i.e., as an "Aboutness Topic") for a preposed object is not possible. This is a further issue showing that a preposed object is a Topic with a contrastive reading. Taking into consideration the evidence presented above, we propose that the preposed object occupies a Contrastive Topic position. We also claim that the Low Periphery in Chinese disposes of only one Topic position, dedicated to a contrastive interpretation. Differently from the CP area, where any kind of Topic may be contrastively stressed, within the IP there is a dedicated position yielding the contrastive interpretation (see Badan 2007 ). Therefore we support the idea that the bare pre-posed object moves to the specifier of a Contrastive Topic projection within the IP to check the Contrastive Topic features in a Spec-head configuration.
A-Movement
As extensively shown above, the sentence-external and internal lian+XP undergo different kind of movements: the sentence-external lian+XP is derived by Abar movement, while the sentence-internal one is derived by A movement. In this section, we will show that the preposed object, that is the Contrastive Topic in the low periphery, also undergoes movement of the type A.
First, like sentence internal lian+XP (see example (37)), the bare preposed object cannot co-refer with a resumptive pronoun:
(103) a. Zhe zhi gou [ziji de zhuren] I yao le (*ta i ), this cl dog self de master bite asp him bieren que bu yao. others but not bite 'This dog bit its own master, but not others.' (Shyu 2001: 50) It seems that the empty element on the right of the verb is A-bound, since the movement displays several A-properties (see Ting 1995; Zhang 1996) . In this section we show the A-properties of the preposed object: clause-boundness, absence of Reconstruction for Principle C, absence of resumption. (Shyu 1995: 83, 105) 3. No Resumption.
"It is generally assumed that the gap left by A-movement cannot be filled with an overt pronominal" (Ting 1995: 2, 95 (Ting 1995: 17) The ungrammaticality of (111) indicates that preposed object is clause-bound, which is considered a property of A-movement.
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As Ting (1995) states: "the ungrammaticality of (111) can no longer be attributed to the binding condition B, since the binding domain for the pronominal ta ('he') is free in the embedded clause, satisfying the binding condition B, so there must be some other reasons for the ill-formedness of (111). Given the A-movement analysis, the ungrammaticality of (111) naturally follows, since it is generally assumed that the gap left by the A-movement can not be filled with an overt pronominal." As Ernst and Wang (1995) point out, the only case in which a bare preposed object merged in the embedded clause has the position between the subject and the matrix verb as its landing site is when the object is preposed from a non-finite embedded object position: ". . . it is well known that nonfinite complements are subject to clause union phenomena, in which matrix and embedded complement together display some properties of a single clause" (Ernst and Wang 1995: 245) . Shyu (2001: fn27) shows that also with the infinitive the resumption is still not allowed: On the basis of the syntactic behaviour of the preposed object, we have shown that its movement can be characterized as an A-movement. However, note that one of the properties that differentiates A-movement from Abar movement is that an XP dislocated via A-movement moves to a position to get the Case, while if dislocated via A-bar movement, the landing site of the XP is a position where no Case and no θ-role are assigned. In this respect, the preposed object seems to display an Abar property: if we assume that object Case is checked by verb government (Ernst 1998) , the preposed object does not move to a position to get Case. According to , we do not consider the bare-preposed object-movement as instances of scrambling. Such movement is not optional, but must have a sort of trigger rather than Case assignment. The bare preposed object is attracted by "selected" properties, following the Spec-Head checking relation within the maximal projection of an FP. We do not need to stipulate the optional Case checking for Chinese. 
CONCLUSIONS
Our paper focuses on the even-construction in Mandarin Chinese and Italian and on the preposed object in the low periphery of Mandarin Chinese. First, our investigation had led us to the conclusion that even in Mandarin and Italian does not always strictly encode focus. More specifically, we have found evidence that when an even phrase occurs in sentence-initial position, the construction has all of the syntactic features of a topic construction, while maintaining the focus properties when it is in sentence-internal position. One consequence of our findings is that the distinction between topic and foci may be not as clear-cut as originally thought. Certain constructions may qualify syntactically as topics, while being semantically foci. It remains to be seen whether the opposite can also be true (i.e., whether we can have, in Mandarin Chinese and in other languages, instances of constructions that qualify syntactically as foci, but semantically as topic). The closest candidate for this type of construction is the bare preposed object. In the second part of our paper, following Paul (2005) and Tsai (this volume), we have shown that Chinese has a low periphery consisting of two kinds of functional projections occupied by the bare preposed object and the lian+XP. Contrary to traditional analyses, we demonstrated that preposed object is not a focus, but a topic-like element that gets focus stress. We argued that it is a Contrastive Topic.
It seems to us that our investigation highlights the fact that the notions of Topic and Focus are more fine-grained than what originally thought. A canonical topic will have all typical features of the topic, both syntactically and semantically. The same can be said for a canonical focus. But we have seen that there can be intermediate cases: the sentence-initial lian-XP and perfino-XP being one of those. We therefore conclude that notion of Topic, mainly a syntactic one, is wider than the simple notion of old information: a topic has specific syntactic characteristics, but it can also carry a semantics that is diametrically opposite to the one of old information (see the case of Contrastive Topic).
We conclude observing that the low periphery in Mandarin is articulated in projections that differ from those of the high periphery in different ways. First, we showed that the projections in the low periphery undergo A-movement, while those on the high periphery undergo A-bar movement. Second, the low periphery seems more "restricted" as compared to the high periphery, since in the low periphery multiple topics are not allowed. What the two peripheries have in common is the fact that none of them has a position for a 'bare focus'. All the bare objects in the high periphery are topics, and we showed that the preposed object in the low periphery is a topic interpreted as contrasted. The notion of 'contrast' in fact is a separate notion with respect to focus.
Finally, we observe that Mandarin Chinese gives us the possibility to study the distinction of the positions in the low and high periphery, due to the fact that it is an analytic language. In an analytic language such as Chinese, in fact, the positions of the different projections seem to be more 'fixed'. The less variation in word order allows to clearly distinguish the different projections and their properties. Hole (2004) provides evidence for the quasi-fully interchangeability between these two elements; however in this paper we concentrate only on dou.
